A distinction has recently been proposed between bridging (or encompassing) and bonding (or inward-looking) social networks. However, existing theoretical contributions remain vague as to the fundamental meaning of both concepts. As a consequence, two distinct interpretations have evolved alongside each other. In the present paper, we employ data on voluntary association membership in Flanders to empirically illustrate that both approaches can lead to substantially different outcomes and therefore appear to tap into different dimensions of bridging versus bonding. These findings underline the problematic nature of the current conceptual ambiguity. We conclude that should the bridging-bonding distinction add meaningfully to our understanding of the external effects of social networks, it is essential to resolve the conceptual and methodological imprecision. 
Introduction
In recent years, a large quantity of academic studies links civic engagement to numerous positive social, political and economic outcomes (see Halpern 2005 , for a review). While not the only possible explanation, one popular rationale for this link states that the 'embedded resources in social networks [i.e. 'social capital'] enhance the outcomes of actions' (Lin 2001: 19) . More specifically, this literature stresses that active engagement in, for example, voluntary organizations creates a setting in which social trust, norms and values can develop (Putnam 1993; Stolle and Rochon 1998) and spill over beyond the immediate group (a 'rainmaker' effect; e.g. Putnam and Pharr 2000; Harell and Stolle 2006; Newton 2006) . This 'remarkable and often unqualified belief in the value of civic engagement' (Hill and Matsubayashi 2005: 223) has often been (gratefully) embraced by policy-makers at the turn of the millennium to set up policy initiatives supporting the 'civil society'. For example, when Tony Blair first took office as UK Prime Minister in 1997, he underlined his plan to recover social life in the United Kingdom (a policy objective popular among many so-called 'Third Way' politicians such as former US president Bill Clinton or former German chancellor Gerhard Schröder). Many governments also contemplated modifying the broader institutional structure in which voluntary associations worked so as to encourage them to assume a more active role in public provision at the local level.
The academic literature suggesting that civic engagement is normatively positive has, however, been questioned on conceptual, methodological as well as analytical grounds (e.g. Harriss and De Renzio 1997; Anheier and Kendall 2002; Quibria 2003; Hallberg and Lund 2005) . For example, some scholars appear to conflate cause and consequence by stating that 'social capital is defined by its function' (Coleman 1988: S98) . Hence, the theoretical basis 'appears to have a circular or tautological character ' (Anheier and Kendall 2002: 352 ; see also Portes, 1998) . Also, most of this literature disregards the wider institutional design of the state. Yet, the 'role played by civil society organizations will depend crucially on the wider political setting (…) and are actually very powerfully influenced by political institutions' (Harriss and De Renzio 1997: 927-928 ; see also Anheier and Kendall 2002: 355) .
One recurrent point of conceptual criticism, important for the present study, concerns the tendency in this literature to bring forward a 'romanticized image of community -with its concomitant neglect of the negative aspects of sociability' (Harriss and De Renzio 1997: 926;  see also Bourdieu 1985; Coleman 1988; Levi 1996; Foley and Edwards 1998; DeFilippis 2001; Li et al. 2003) . These 'dark sides' of civic engagement include 'market distortions, moral hazards, restrictions to individual freedoms and perpetuation of backward norms' (Quibria 2003: 29; see also Portes, 1998) (cfr. Bourdieu 1985) . Hence, while civic engagement represents access to 'social capital for some [, it] implies social exclusion for others' (Harriss and De Renzio 1997: 926 ; see also Li et al. 2003) .
To accommodate this less favourable feature of social networks, it has recently been suggested to make a distinction between bridging (or encompassing) social networks and bonding (or inward-looking) ones (e.g. Paxton 1999 Paxton , 2002 Putnam 2000) . We argue that this distinction, while a necessary first step at addressing the need to distinguish various types of civic engagement, is at present equally plagued by conceptual and methodological problems.
While we concentrate on the latter, we should point out that both types of civic engagement appear to be characterised in terms of their expected outcome. That is, the distinction allows the incorporation of negative external effects of civic engagement by, essentially, stereotyping bridging social networks as good and bonding ones as bad (on the argument that the former allow for a more general form of reciprocity and trust-development; see, e.g., Marshall and Stolle 2004) . 'Bridging social capital is therefore important (…) because it suggests that 'good' social capital is produced' (Roberts and Devine 2003: 308) . Clearly, however, such stereotyping may be inaccurate as bonding networks can fulfil a useful social function by providing a vital source of support to people who suffer from bad health or socio-economic hardship (cfr. Szreter and Woolcock 2004; Brisson and Usher 2007) .
Importantly, the conceptual ambiguity undermining the value of the bridging-bonding distinction also generates methodological problems in measuring both concepts. In fact, the theoretical vagueness allows for a variety of interpretations. In effect, two different methodological approaches to measure bridging versus bonding social networks have developed: one based on interconnections between different networks (Paxton 2002) and one based on socio-economic heterogeneity within any given network (Stolle and Rochon 1998; Stolle 2001) . In our empirical analysis, we explicitly set both approaches against one another (using data on voluntary association membership in Flanders). Based on their use of similar terminology and the same conceptual background, one would expect similar results. This, however, is not the case. Firstly, we find that both approaches at times fail to identify the same social networks as predominantly bridging or bonding. Secondly, the relationship between an individual's memberships in different types of associations and his/her civic attitudes is affected by the approach taken to distinguish bridging from bonding networks.
While future comparative research should substantiate the general nature of these findings, they at least appear to invalidate the idea that both methodological approaches quantify the same thing. At best, one might argue they tap into different aspects of the bridging-bonding division. These findings therefore underline the conceptual ambiguity plaguing the present theoretical literature and illustrate that we, at present, cannot be certain what is indicated by 'bridging' and 'bonding'.
The paper proceeds as follows. The next section discusses the bridging-bonding distinction and presents both methodologies proposed to empirically operationalize this distinction. Both approaches are illustrated using data on voluntary association membership in Flanders. In Section 3, we compare both approaches on two grounds: i.e. whether they designate the same networks as predominantly bridging/bonding and whether the relation between individual's memberships in bridging/bonding networks and their civic attitudes is affected by the approach taken. The last section concludes.
Two views of bridging versus bonding social networks

1
In an attempt to accommodate for the 'bright' and 'dark' sides of civic engagement or, more generally, for the varying effects different types of social networks may have, a distinction has recently been proposed between bridging and bonding social networks (Paxton 1999 (Paxton , 2002 Putnam 2000) . Bonding networks thereby refer to the type of civic engagement that 'brings together people who are like one another in important respects (ethnicity, age, gender, social class, and so on) ' (Putnam and Goss 2002: 11) . Bridging networks, on the other hand, 'bring together people who are unlike one another ' (Putnam and Goss 2002: 11). 2 While this general distinction between bridging and bonding civic engagement has a clear foundation and purpose, it remains vague. As a consequence, two distinct interpretations have been brought forward in empirical applications. A first group of scholars focuses on the socio-economic heterogeneity of membership within organizations based on the idea that associations with a more heterogeneous membership constitute, in themselves, a platform for cross-cutting ties across social groups (Stolle and Rochon 1998; Putnam 2000; Stolle 2001; Li et al. 2003) .
Paxton (2002), on the other hand, concentrates on associations'
interconnectedness to the wider community (i.e between various organizations) when defining bridging and bonding networks. The underlying idea here is that bridging socio-economic divides need not necessarily arise within a given social network, but might predominantly result from overlapping networks (Stolle and Hooghe 2003 while similar data are used in the studies originally proposing both methodologies compared here (i.c. Stolle and Rochon 1998; Paxton 2002; Coffé and Geys 2007a, b) , they are not ideal.
The reason is that they refer to associational types, and not individual organizations. Nevertheless, though this aggregation issue should lead to caution in interpreting the results, it does not invalidate the methodologies proposed nor our evaluation and comparison of them.
The caveat mentioned here should, however, be kept in mind.
Bridging and bonding via socio-economic heterogeneity of association membership
When distinguishing bonding and bridging associations via the (socio-economic) composition of association membership, it is assumed that bridging social capital is likely to be fostered most by 'memberships in associations that are representative of the larger society' (Stolle and Rochon 1998: 64n) . In other words, over-or under-representation of certain socio-economic groups in the association indicates a lack of bridging potential within the organization (Stolle and Rochon 1998; Coffé and Geys 2007a) . 5 An extensive account of the empirical method to distinguish between bridging and bonding associations based on this approach is available in Coffé and Geys (2007a) . Hence, we only briefly reiterate the main elements here.
In a first step, a 'diversity score' is calculated as the average absolute difference between the population composition and an association's membership composition on a number of socioeconomic traits (the number of traits can be chosen by the researcher, though inclusion of more characteristics improves the reliability of the results). 6 Then these raw scores are normalized between 0 and 1. That is, the largest diversity score across all voluntary associations on a given socio-economic trait is set to 1, the smallest to 0 and the intermediate values rescaled to lie within this range. This normalization guarantees that no dimension is (implicitly) weighted more heavily than another (cfr. Bowen and Moesen 2007) -which is theoretically appealing in the absence of clear criteria concerning such weighing differences.
In a third and final step, the normalized diversity scores are added across all socio-economic traits for each association. This 'sum of normalized diversity scores'-index lies, by definition, between 0 and the number of socio-economic traits included. A smaller value of the index indicates congruence between the association's membership and the overall population composition. Associations at the lower (higher) end of the scale are therefore seen as predominantly bridging (bonding) (Stolle and Rochon 1998; Coffé and Geys 2007a) .
__________________ Table I about here
__________________
The results from applying this method to the APS data introduced above are given in Table I .
They are obtained by comparing membership composition in 16 association types with the Flemish population's composition on eight socio-economic dimensions (i.c. age, gender, education level, religion, nationality, professional category, marital status and whether or not one has children). 7 Specifically, Column 2 presents the sum of normalized diversity scores.
The position of the associations on a scale from most bridging (1) to most bonding (16) is given between brackets. It is clear that hobby clubs, associations for artistic activities and humanitarian organizations such as the Red Cross are designated as the most bridging in the sample. The other side of the bridging/bonding divide is populated by women's associations and associations for retired people.
Bridging and bonding through interconnections between associations
Association members' affiliations in other associations can be argued to generate 'organizational embeddedness' (Cornwell and Harrison 2004: 863) and create 'bridges' between organizations. Hence, a second approach to separating bridging from bonding organizations is to look at their connections to the wider organizational community (Paxton, 2002; Coffé and Geys, 2007b) . However, although intuitively appealing, simply counting the interconnections between associations is biased towards observing that larger organizations are more isolated (or bonding) than smaller ones. The reason is that, since all links are necessarily symmetric, 'the size of the groups distinguished by a given parameter is inversely related to the extent of their intergroup relations ' (Blau 1977: 24) . Fortunately, running a simple regression model with the observed number of interconnections (i.e. average number of additional memberships in association i; CONNECT i ) as the dependent variable and the membership level of the associations (MEMB i ) as the explanatory variable alleviates this bias.
The residuals of this regression model denote the bridging or bonding nature of each association net of the membership size effect. That is, higher (lower) residuals indicate that an association is more (less) bridging, given their differences in membership size (for more details, see Coffé and Geys, 2007b) . Table II about here __________________ Applying this method to the Flemish data employed above leads to the results in Table II .
The associations in the sample are given in Column (1) while the number of individuals claiming membership in each of these is given in Column (2). Column (3) contains the residuals from the above-mentioned regression. 9 The results show that organizations for third world development and international peace and socio-cultural associations are most interconnected and thus most bridging. At the other end of the bridging/bonding divide, we find associations linked to the local pub and those for retired people.
Comparing bridging within and between associations
We are now in a position to consider whether or not both interpretations of (or methodological approaches to) bridging versus bonding social networks lead to analogous results. If so, they are likely to be measuring the same thing (as they claim to do). Although the literature might then still benefit from merging the information of both methods into one more generalized measure, at least the theoretical/conceptual ambiguity noted in the introduction does not spill over into empirical analyses. If, on the other hand, both approaches lead to different results, they at best tap into different dimensions of bridging versus bonding. In that case, the literature not only suffers from conceptual fuzziness, but also from methodological uncertainty when measuring bridging versus bonding.
The analysis here proceeds in two steps. First, in section 3.1, we explore whether both approaches rank associations similarly on the bridging-bonding divide. Second, in section 3.2, we assess whether members of bridging (rather than bonding) associations have more pro-social civic attitudes (as expected by, e.g., Putnam 2000; Putnam and Goss 2002;
Marshall and Stolle 2004) and, crucially, whether this relation is affected by the approach to distinguish bridging from bonding networks.
Internal bridging/bonding networks are external bridging/bonding networks?
To attest whether the two methodological approaches rank social networks (in this case voluntary associations) similarly on the bridging-bonding divide, we compare the results presented in Tables I and II . Youth groups, women's organizations and associations for the elderly display low bridging potential when using either of the described methods.
Neighbourhood committees, organizations for arts activities and those providing aid to the elderly, handicapped and deprived are placed towards the bridging side of the divide in both methods. Clearly, however, various groups show strong shifts in the ranking depending on the method used. Hobby clubs, for example, are the most bridging association type under the internal bridging method, whereas they are placed at the bonding side of the spectrum using the interconnectedness measure. The reverse (i.e. high external bridging potential but low internal bridging potential) is observed for associations for third world development and international peace.
Calculating correlation coefficients between both sets of results reveals that both approaches to bridging and bonding are not significantly related to one another at the 5% level (r = -0.34; p = 0.20). Moreover, the rankings of association types on a scale from most bridging to most bonding are also only weakly related (Pearson rank-order correlation = 0.28; p = 0.29).
Hence, high external bridging potential does not necessarily signify high internal bridging potential (or vice versa). This implies that the two methodological approaches proposed in the literature are conceptually as well as empirically different. They do not appear to capture the same thing.
Internal and external bridging and members' civic attitudes
Given the designation of different associations as bridging or bonding under both approaches, we now test whether the relation between (bridging and/or bonding) association membership and individuals' civic attitudes is affected by the approach employed to distinguish bridging from bonding groups. The dataset employed for this assessment derives from the APS survey Table III about here
__________________
The results for the central membership variables are given in Table III ( ). Yet, crucially, the relation is much stronger for external bridging than for internal bridging. Not only are the coefficient estimates larger for bridging groups in the bottom half of Table III (compared to the top half of the table) , they are often also statistically significantly different from those of the other two groups (which only holds for political powerlessness in the top panel of Table III) . Hence, the 'superior performance' of the bridging (and middle) group compared to the bonding group in terms of members' pro-social attitudes is (statistically) rather weak for internal bridging/bonding, but quite strong when focusing on external bridging/bonding. This, together with the analysis in section 3.1, underlines that both approaches fail to capture the exact same concepts (at odds with the expectations generated by their use of the same terminology). 
Conclusion
Although civic engagement has often been hailed as a cure for many ills, it does not guarantee the end of all sorrows. Indeed, it may have a dark side too in the form of, for example, social exclusion. This recognition has recently led to a distinction between bonding and bridging social networks. The explicit acknowledgement in this distinction that not all forms of community engagement have the same external effects, gives it the potential to serve a crucial role in the debate linking civic engagement to social outcomes. However, at present, both concepts remain under-defined and effectively run the risk of stereotyping bridging and bonding as good and bad respectively. Moreover, this conceptual fuzziness invites various interpretations of what exactly is meant by bridging and bonding.
In the present paper, we empirically compared the two main interpretations that have been brought forward: one based on interconnections between networks (coined external bridging here) and one exploiting information on intra-network heterogeneity (termed internal bridging here). The results -using Flemish survey data on voluntary association membership -show that both approaches are not only conceptually different, but also lead to different empirical results. Firstly, associations may be placed on different ends of the bridging/bonding divide based on the approach employed. Secondly, the statistical and substantive significance of the relation between (bridging or bonding) membership and civic attitudes is strongly affected by the approach taken to distinguish bridging from bonding networks. Specifically, the link with pro-social attitudes is much stronger when one defines bridging potential as the interconnectedness of an association (i.e. external bridging) than when one looks at its socioeconomic diversity (i.e. internal bridging). t-values based on heteroscedasticity-consistent standard errors between brackets; *** significant at 1%, ** at 5% and * at 10%. N differs over the various specifications due to missing observations. Burt (1992 Burt ( , 2001 ). Relationships spanning holes in a social structure are argued to provide an important opportunity and advantage for those involved.
3
We include active and passive members since the effects of active and passive membership are often found to be only marginally different (see Wollebaek and Selle 2003 , Hooghe 2003a and Stutzer and Frey 2006 .
4
The ideal dataset would involve (exhaustive) data at the level of the individual associations. Unfortunately, such data are, to the best of our knowledge, unavailable. Over-or under-representation of given socio-economic groups hereby implies that their share in the association is larger or smaller than in the overall population. Alternatively, one could regard the extent to which members distinguish themselves from each other (rather than from the overall population) (e.g. Stolle
2001
; Li et al. 2003). 6 It is important to adequately define the comparison population. While in small, homogenous countries the entire population may be an accurate yardstick, in large countries where regional variations in population composition are significant, the demographic profile of a more localized population may be more desirable.
Given the small size of Flanders and the minor regional differences in population composition, we employ the entire Flemish population as a reference group.
7
While the APS-surveys include 22 association types, six are disregarded here. Health care associations are excluded since membership in these is compulsory in Belgium. Self-help groups and the white protest movement lack sufficient members in the sample to allow reliable analysis. Unions, political parties and religious groups are excluded as these are most likely to harbour a diverse set of homogeneous associations (e.g. labour unions are grouped into one association 'type' with employers' organizations and retailers' associations). This may lead the analysis to designate them as more bridging than is justified based on the underlying associations (see also Stolle and Rochon, 1998; Coffé and Geys, 2007a) . Still, their inclusion only marginally affects the ranking of the remaining association types from most to least bridging (Coffé and Geys, 2007a) .
8
This obviously does not imply that association size as such is irrelevant and should be discarded. In fact, larger associations are likely to have a larger impact than smaller groups in terms of their social consequences. The 'correction' applied here does not negate this. It merely avoids biased inferences by controlling for the lower interconnections of large associations deriving solely from size differences.
9
As expected, the relation between CONNECT i and MEMB i is significantly negative (t-value = -2.72; p = 0.02) -indicating that larger associations are less interconnected. For example, members of the largest organisation type (i.e. sports associations) have on average 1.27 additional memberships (with 63% having at least one additional membership) whereas those in the smallest organisation type (i.e. organisations for third world development and international peace) have on average 2.76 extra memberships (with almost 87% of the members having additional memberships). Importantly, this relation is not particular to our dataset. Using World Value Studies data Paxton (2002) finds trade unions, religious groups and sports associations to be the most isolated (or bonding) groups. Peace, human rights and environmental organizations are most connected (or bridging). As trade unions and sports groups are (much) larger than human rights and peace organizations, this suggests the general nature of the size-related bias indicated above.
10
The larger dataset used above could not be employed here as the attitudinal questions were, unfortunately, much less extensive in all but the 2002 wave of the survey.
11
As in all studies of this type, the direction of the causal link between participation and attitudes is not selfevident. Attitudes may differ due to socialization or self-selection effects. Given the cross-sectional character of the dataset, we cannot address this issue here. However, as our main intention is to assess the possible difference between the two methodological approaches to bridging and bonding, this inability to pin-point causality is not overly problematic.
12
As a robustness check, we estimated the model including either three or five associations in the bridging and bonding categories and the remaining associations in the middle category. The results are comparable to the ones presented in the main text and are available upon request.
13
Inclusion of a respondent's income was never statistically significant once education was controlled for and strongly reduced the number of observations. Hence, we did not retain it in the final estimations. The results, however, are robust to the reduction in sample size when this variable is included.
14 Our findings may be affected by the institutional design of the voluntary sector: i.e. the different roles played by the various organizations, their relations to the wider political setting, their own institutional design and so on. Indeed, institutional design may be a crucial factor in assessing 'bonding' and 'bridging' networks (cfr. Coffé and Geys 2007a: 132) and may help to explain why individuals' civic attitudes vary across different types of voluntary activity. As such, it is important in future research to distinguish between these factors and those related to the socialisation or self-selection effects referred to above.
